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About the Yearbook 



T he 2010 Blueprint for Change is the National Council on Teacher Quality's fourth annual review of state 
laws, rules and regulations that govern the teaching profession. This year's Yearbook takes a different 
approach than our past editions, as it is designed as a companion to the 2009 State Teacher Policy Yearbook, 
NCTQ’s most recent comprehensive report on state teacher policies. 

The comprehensive Yearbook, a 52-volume state-by-state analysis produced biennially, examines the align- 
ment of states' teacher policies with goals to improve teacher quality. The 2009 report, which addressed key 
policy areas such as teacher preparation, evaluation, alternative certification and compensation, found that 
states had much work to do to ensure that every child has an effective teacher. Next year we will once again 
conduct a comprehensive goal-by-goal analysis of all aspects of states' teacher policies. 

In 2010, an interim year, we set out to help states prioritize among the many areas of teacher policy in need 
of reform. With so much to be done, state policymakers may be nonplussed about where to begin. The 2010 
Yearbook offers each state an individualized blueprint, identifying state policies most in need of attention. 
Although based on our 2009 analyses, this edition also updates states’ progress in the last year, a year that 
saw many states make significant policy changes, largely spurred by the Race to the Top competition. Rather 
than grade states, the 2010 Blueprint for Change stands as a supplement to the 2009 comprehensive report, 
updating states’ positive and negative progress on Yearbook goals and specifying actions that could lead to 
stronger policies for particular topics such as teacher evaluation, tenure rules and dismissal policies. 

As is our practice, in addition to a national summary report, we have customized this year's Blueprint for 
Change so that each state has its own edition highlighting its progress toward specific Yearbook goals. 

graphs showing how the state performed compared 




sions of the 2010 Blueprint for Change, as well as the 2009 State Teacher 
Policy Yearbook — including rationales and supporting research for our 



We hope that this year's Blueprint for Change serves as an important 
guide for governors, state school chiefs, school boards, legislatures and 
the many advocates seeking reform. Individual state and national ver- 



policy goals — are available at www.nctq.org/stpy. 



to other states. In addition, we point to states that are leading 
the way in areas requiring the most critical attention across 



Blueprint for Change in Arizona 



T he 2009 StateTeacher Policy Yearbook provided a comprehensive review of states' policies that impact the teaching profes- 
sion. As a companion to last year's comprehensive state-by-state analysis, the 2010 edition provides each state with an 
individualized “Blueprint for Change,'' building off last year's Yearbook goals and recommendations. 

State teacher policy addresses a great many areas, including teacher preparation, certification, evaluation and compensation. 
With so many moving parts, it may be difficult for states to find a starting point on the road to reform. To this end, the follow- 
ing brief provides a state-specific roadmap, organized in three main sections. 

■ Section 1 identifies policy concerns that need critical attention, the areas of highest priority for state policymakers. 

■ Section 2 outlines “low-hanging fruit," policy changes that can be implemented in relatively short order. 

■ Section 3 offers a short discussion of some longer-term systemic issues that states need to make sure stay on the radar. 



Current Status of Arizona’s Teacher Policy 



In the 2009 State Teacher Policy Yearbook, Arizona had the following grades: 




Area 1 Delivering Well Prepared Teachers 



Area 2 Expanding the Teaching Pool 
Area 3: Identifying Effective Teachers 
Area 4: Retaining Effective Teachers 
Area 5 Exiting Ineffective Teachers 



C- 



D 



D 



Overall Grade 



D+ 



C- 



2010 Policy Update: 



In the last year, many states made significant changes to their teacher policies, spurred in many cases by the Race 
to the Top competition. Based on a review of state legislation, rules and regulations, NCTQ has identified the fol- 
lowing recent policy changes in Arizona: 
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Tenure: 

Districts are now prohibited from using tenure as a factor in teacher layoffs, and they no longer have to consider 
tenure when they rehire. Also, if salary reductions are necessary, districts may reduce the salaries of some tenured 
teachers and not others. H.B. 201 1 

Teacher Dismissal: 

Teachers dismissed for cause now have only 10 days to request a hearing rather than 30. H.B. 201 1 

Alternative Certification: 

Arizona now requires that alternate route candidates complete 45 classroom hours or three credit hours of train- 
ing in research-based systematic phonics instruction. H.B. 2298 



Arizona Response to Policy Update: 

States were asked to review NCTQ's identified updates and also to comment on policy changes that have occurred 
in the last year, other pending changes or teacher quality in the state more generally. 



Arizona confirmed that the identified updates represent a complete and accurate list of recent policy changes. 
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Section 1 : Critical Attention Areas 



This section identifies the highest priority areas as states work to advance teacher quality. 
These are the policy issues that should be at the top of the list for state policymakers. Arizona 
should turn its immediate attention to the following eleven issues. 




Critical Attention: Arizona policies that need 
to better connect to teacher effectiveness 



1 ENSURE THAT TEACHER EVALUATIONS 
• ASSESS EFFECTIVENESS IN THE 
CLASSROOM: 

The fundamental purpose of teachers' formal evalu- 
ations should be to determine whether the teachers 
are effective in the classroom. To achieve this pur- 
pose, evaluations must be based primarily on teachers' 
impact on students. While it is certainly appropriate to 

include subjective factors, 
such as classroom obser- 
vations, evidence of stu- 
dent learning — including 
but not limited to stan- 
dardized test scores — 
should be the preponder- 
ant criterion of teacher 
evaluations. Arizona has 
taken an important step 
forward with its recently 
passed legislation that requires quantitative data on 
student academic progress to account for between 
33 percent and 50 percent of evaluation outcomes. 
However, this new policy does not quite ensure that 
evidence of student learning will be the most signifi- 
cant factor and could be strengthened. 

In addition, to ensure that the evaluation instrument 
accurately differentiates among levels of teacher per- 
formance, Arizona should require districts to utilize 
multiple rating categories, such as highly effective, 
effective, needs improvement and ineffective. A binary 
system that merely categorizes teachers as satisfac- 
tory or unsatisfactory is inadequate. 



CONNECT TENURE DECISIONS TO 
• TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS: 

The point at which a teacher's probationary period 
ends, commonly referred to as tenure, should be a 
significant milestone. Although the awarding of ten- 
ure is a local decision, state policy should reflect the 
fact that tenure should only be awarded to teachers 
who have consistently demonstrated their effective- 
ness. Arizona should require a clear process, such as a 
hearing, for districts to use when considering whether 
a teacher advances from probationary to permanent 
status. Such a process would ensure that the local dis- 
trict reviews the teacher's performance before mak- 
ing a determination. Arizona should also ensure that 
evidence of effectiveness 
is the preponderant cri- 
terion for making ten- 
ure decisions. In addi- 
tion, the current policy 
of granting tenure after 
just three years does not 
allow for the accumula- 
tion of sufficient data 
on teacher performance 
to support meaningful 
decisions. Extending the probationary period — ideally 
to five years — would prevent effective teachers from 
being unfairly denied tenure based on too little data 
and ineffective teachers from being granted tenure 
prematurely. 



Evaluation is a critical 
attention area in 

42 states. 

States on the right track 
include Colorado, Louisiana 
and Rhode Island. 




Tenure is a critical 
attention area in 

46 states. 

States on the right track 
include Colorado, Delaware 
and Rhode Island. 
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PREVENT INEFFECTIVE TEACHERS 
• FROM REMAINING IN THE 
CLASSROOM INDEFINITELY: 

Although Arizona has taken some notable steps to 
improve its evaluation system, the state's current pro- 
cess for terminating ineffective teachers may under- 
mine those efforts. Arizona should explicitly make 
teacher ineffectiveness grounds for dismissal so that 
districts do not feel they lack the legal basis for ter- 
minating consistently poor performers, and it should 
steer clear of euphemistic terms that are ambiguous at 
best and may be interpreted as concerning dereliction 
of duty rather than ineffectiveness. In Arizona, the pro- 
cess is the same regardless of the grounds for dismissal, 
which include “immoral or unprofessional conduct." 

Nonprobationary teachers who are dismissed for any 
grounds, including ineffectiveness, are entitled to due 
process. However, cases that drag on for years drain 
resources from school 
districts and create a 
disincentive for districts 
to attempt to termi- 
nate poor performers. 

Therefore, the state must 
ensure that the oppor- 
tunity to appeal occurs 
only once and only at the 
district level and involves 
only adjudicators with 
educational expertise. 



1 The District of Columbia has no state-level policy, but District 
of Columbia Public Schools requires that student academic 
achievement count for 50% of evaluation score. 

2 Legislation articulates that student growth must account for 
a significant portion of evaluations, with no single criterion 
counting for more than 35% of the total performance 
evaluation. However, the State Board is on track to finalize 
regulations that limit any single component of student growth, 
such as standardized test scores, to 35%, but add other 
measures of student progress for a total of 50%. 




Dismissal is a critical 
attention area in 

46 states. 

States on the right track 
include Oklahoma and 
Rhode Island. 






























Critical Attention: Arizona policies that 
fail to ensure teachers are well prepared 



4 ENSURE THAT ELEMENTARY TEACHERS 
• KNOW THE SCIENCE OF READING: 

Scientific research has 
shown that there are five 
essential components of 
effective reading instruc- 
tion: explicit and system- 
atic instruction in phone- 
mic awareness, phonics, 
fluency, vocabulary and 
comprehension. This sci- 
ence of reading has led 
to breakthroughs that 
can dramatically reduce the number of children des- 
tined to become functionally illiterate or barely liter- 
ate adults. Whether through standards or coursework 
requirements, states must ensure that their preparation 
programs graduate only teacher candidates who know 
how to teach children to read. Not only should Arizona 
require that its teacher preparation programs prepare 
their teacher candidates in the science of reading prior 
to initial licensure, but the state should also require an 
assessment as a condition of certification that tests 
whether teachers indeed possess the requisite knowl- 
edge in scientifically based reading instruction. Ideally 
this would be a stand-alone test (such as the excellent 
assessments required by Massachusetts, Connecticut 
and Virginia), but if it were combined with general ped- 
agogy or elementary content, the state should require 
a separate subscore for the science of reading. 

5 ENSURE THAT ELEMENTARY TEACHERS 
• KNOW ELEMENTARY CONTENT MATH: 

Aspiring elementary teachers must begin to acquire a 
deep conceptual knowledge of the mathematics they 
will teach, moving well beyond mere procedural under- 
standing. Leading mathematicians and math educa- 



tors have found that elementary teachers are not well 
served by mathematics courses designed for a general 
audience and that meth- 
ods courses do not pro- 
vide sufficient content 
preparation. Although 
Arizona's testing stan- 
dards address areas such 
as algebra, geometry 
and data analysis, the 
state should specifically 
articulate that prepara- 
tion programs deliver 
mathematics content geared to the explicit needs 
of elementary teachers. Arizona should also adopt a 
rigorous mathematics assessment, such as the one 
required by Massachusetts. At the very least, the state 
should consider requiring a mathematics subscore on 
its general content knowledge test, not only to ensure 
that teacher candidates have minimum mathemat- 
ics knowledge but also to allow them to test out of 
coursework requirements. 

ENSURE ADEQUATE SUBJECT-MATTER 
• PREPARATION FOR MIDDLE SCHOOL 
TEACHERS: 

Middle school grades are 
yet too many states fail 
to distinguish the knowl- 
edge and skills needed 
by middle school teach- 
ers from those needed 
by elementary teachers. 

Whether teaching a single 
subject in a departmen- 
talized setting or teach- 
ing multiple subjects in 



Preparation to teach 
reading is a critical 
attention area in 



43 



states. 



States on the right track 
include Connecticut, 
Massachusetts and Virginia. 



Preparation to teach 
mathematics is a critical 
attention area in 

49 states. 

A state on the right track 
is Massachusetts. 




critical years of schooling, 

Middle school licensure is a 

critical attention area in 

22 states. 

States on the right track 
include Georgia, Kentucky 
and Louisiana. 
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